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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Minutes
March 6, 1978
I.
II.

III.
IV.
V.

The minutes for October 10, 17, 24, and 30 were approved.
The Executive Committee recormnended no more than fifteen minutes
debate on the new survey of student evaluation of teaching form.
Provost Imholte called attention to a statement sent to the faculty
and administration from the Morris Campus Student Association
Teacher Evaluation Task Force (on file with the minutes). Rick
Stotts, student President, apologized for the errors in the hastily
drafted form and he reiterated the arguments. Another student
disagreed that the new form would set up an undesirable model for
teachers to follow. The reasons for the passivity of the students
goes deeper than their use of a teacher-evaluation form. The question
was called - 27 ayes, 31 nayes, and 2 abstentions. The motion failed.
There were a number of committee assignment changes.
on the February 22, 1978, agenda.)

(See item III

Sue Von Mosch's appointment as the off-campus student on the Housing
Committee was approved.
Curriculum changes from the Curriculum Committee:
Eric Klinger, Professor of psychology, raised a question about the
delay in bringing these items before the Campus Assembly,
Gordon Bopp said emergency powers were used because the formal
process from discipline level to Division to Curriculum Committee
was too slow.
Klinger said he would abstain because of this long delay. He
thought the Assembly action at this late date was meaningless.
Bert Ahern, Associate Professor of history, wondered if the same
problem might occur for the spring quarter offerings. The Executive
Committee has not seen these courses.
W.D. Spring, Chairman of the Humanities Divisi9n, said that Division
Chairmen have been dissatisfied with the emergency provision. Roger
Mccannon, Director of the extension program, is developing a procedure
which will give more lead time, but he must have the cooperation
of the faculty to make this system work.
Bopp was concerned about Spring's comment about the use of the
emergency powers. It is difficult to get commitments, especially
from new faculty.
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Klinger thought the emergency procedure should be changed.
Joe Jesseph, Director of Counseling, wondered what the consequences
of a negative vote would be.
Spring believed a negative vote would be a vote of no confidence
for the procedure.
Truman Driggs, Chairman of the Social Science Division, did not
think a no vote would cancel the credits of courses which have been
taught. The course, if not approved, would not be listed or offered
again.
The motions for approving items 77-2, 77-3, 77-4 were approved.
Bopp said the set of revisions for French was brought about by the
proposal to eliminate the French major.
The motions for approving items 77-4 and 77-6 were approved.
VI.

Scholastic Committee's recommendation to establish requirements for
satisfactory academic progress:
Joe Latterell, Chairman of the Scholastic Committee, remarked that
since 1972 there have been no standards for academic progress. Bert
Ahern chaired a subcommittee to investigate the situation. Normal
progress is defined as fifteen credits. Satisfactory progress has
been defined for full-time students as the completion of thirty
credits during the first and second years and forty credits during
the third, fourth, and fifth years. An appeal procedure will be
provided (see page four of the February 13, 1978, memo to the UMM
Assembly).
Joe Faith, a student, wondered if this proposal was compatible with
the no-record grading system. He also wondered if this system would
be more punitive.
Bert Ahern responded that the term punitive applied only to the
transcript.
Harold Hinds, Assistant Professor of history, asked Stephen Granger,
Assistant Provost, to explain the effects of this system.
Granger responded that the system was applied to the 1976-77 classes.
Approximately 20% (180 students) did not meet the satisfactory
progress requirements; 7% (about 100 students) would have been warned;
6% (80 students) would have been dismissed if they took no action.
The system does discriminate against men. The ratio was 62 men and
38 women. About half of these students did not return. Granger felt
that some accommodation might have to be made for some students,
especially at the junior and senior level.
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Ernie Kemble, Professor of psychology, opposed the proposal on
the grounds that it was unnecessary. Would not reduction of
financial aid do the job? Do we need to tell the student when they
are not doing satisfactory work? Does accumulation of credits mean
learning? When there was a system, no one was dismissed. It would
be a waste of time to review every student's record. In addition,
the minority student program would be adversely affected.
Ahern stated that Kemble had expressed the arguments which made
members of the subcommittee uncomfortable. The federal government
requires some statement about normal progress. We have no recourse
unless we ask Congress to change or refuse, federal aid. At the
present time, we award money on the basis of need. The proposal
says if we have a definition of normal progress, it must be made
on the basis of academic achievement. The Scholastic Committee,
not the Financial Aids Committee ought to decide the question.
Klinger thought suspension is not a way to solve the problem.
Cutting off financial aid is unfair. He offered the following amendment to be added on page three: However, if during the year of
suspension the student reaches the minimum standards for academic
progress by completing courses, completion of which had been
deferred, suspension will be lifted automatically, effective immediately.
The amendment was seconded.
Mimi Frenier, Assistant Professor of history, asked if financial
aid could be reinstated.
Jerry Wangsness, Director of Financial Aids, replied that the amendment
would cause no difficulty with the reinstatement of the financial
aid package.
Ahern did not object to the amendment. In fact, he thought it helped
clarify the problem of deferred completions.
Clyde Harrison, Assistant Professor of Education, said the suspension
system was dropped because of the bureaucratic manipulation of people.
Can we not define normal progress without suspension and appeals?
Can we not say to our advisees, go see their counselor? Why do we
have to say get out?
Granger thought the amendment was a procedural detail and will not
apply to many people.
Spring believed automatic suspension is tempered by an appeals system
of a committee committed to flexibility. Students in difficulty
will take only eleven credits. Are we not making much ado about
nothing?
The amendment carried.
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Robert Lavenda, InstDuctor of anthropology, argued that the
proposal shifts the burden to an impersonal mechanism. If we take
our job seriously, we have the responsibility to advise students.
Granger said this system minimizes the bureaucracy. If the student
does not engage in some discussion, the suspension is automatic,
but he can talk to his advisor. The federal government has spelled
out their requirements in more detail. This system is less bureaucratic
than the old system of GPA averages.
Dwight Purdy, Assistant Professor of English, wondered about the list
of Kemble's objections. Do we have a double standard? Those who
have money can stay; those who do not must go.
Ahern explained that under the present system a student can be suddenly
cut off. We are concerned about the advising system working. If
there is a problem, the adviser and advisee will be informed so that
they can get together.
Meeting adjourned.
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